Hol- IE

REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
AS REQUIRED BY
FY 1999/00 BUDGET ACT SUPPLEMENTAL LANGUAGE

FINAL REPORT
CORE REGULATORY PROGRAMS’ NEEDS ANALYSIS

This report has been prepared by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in
compliance with the provisions contained in the Supplemental Report of the 1999 Budget Act,
Ttem 3940-001-0001. This report responds to the following provision:

“The State Water Resources Board shall provide the Legislature with reports on a baseline
needs analysis for the core regulatory program (the NPDES, Chapter 15, Non-Chapter 15, and
Storm Water programs). A preliminary report shall be provided by April 1, 2000 and a final
report by January 1, 2001. The needs analysis shall reflect current program responsibilities
under state and federal law and the major threats to water quality needing to be addressed in
light of existing water quality conditions. The analysis shall include, but not be limited to, an
assessment of needs for a cost-effective compliance assurance and enforcement program that
serves to maximize compliance with clean water requirements.”

SB 390 (Chapter 686, Statutes of 1999) reinforced the Legislature’s directive to provide reports
on the baseline needs assessment. This legislation further directed the SWRCB to consider the
overall cost of the program and determine the adequacy of fees currently collected and expended
under Water Code Section 13260. The SWRCB retained a consultant to conduct the fee study.
The results of the fee study will be addressed separately from this report.

This report describes the results of the SWRCB and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards’
(RWQCB) Core Regulatory Program Needs Analysis (Needs Analysis). The report presents
background relating to the programs involved and their funding history, describes the process
followed, and presents the results of the Needs Analysis. The Needs Analysis projects an
additional future need for 1,674 personnel years (PYs) and $8.6 million in contracts to meet the
SWRCB and RWQCBs’ (Boards’) mandate to protect water quality. In reviewing the report, it
is important to consider the following:

e The SWRCB, and especially the RWQCBSs, have received significant additional funding
and staffing since the Needs Analysis was requested. For example, the FY 1998/99
Budget Act provided a staffing level of 1,334 PYs for the combined Boards while two
years later (in FY 2000/01) the staffing stands at 1,726 PYs. This is an increase of 392
PYs or 29 percent over that period. Although only a portion of the increase is dedicated
to the Core Regulatory Program, it is clear that the Administration and the Legislature
appreciate the significance of providing adequate staffing to protect California’s water
quality.



e The practical realities of recruiting, hiring and training a large number of engineers,
geologists and scientists logically dictate that additional increases should be phased-in

over time.

e The total projected additional future need of 1,674 is actually comprised of 1004 PYs to
fund fully the existing program and 670 PYs for new work associated with the Core
Regulatory Program. Much of the new work is based on assumptions regarding the
number of new parties that will need to be regulated in the future under the storm water
program. This number could change significantly based on actual experience.

e The Needs Analysis addresses the total universe of facilities and it is reasonable to
prioritize efforts on the most critical activities and facilities and gradually build a
program for the larger universe.

I. BACKGROUND

The Boards have the responsibility and authority for protecting the quality of the State’s waters,
including surface water and groundwater. Water quality may be affected by a variety of sources
of waste, but waste sources are generally categorized as point source or nonpoint source. Point
source discharges are generally described as planned, easily-identified “end-of-pipe” waste
discharges from man-made conveyance systems (e.g. publicly owned treatment works) while
nonpoint source discharges result from more diffuse sources such as agriculture, forestry, etc.
The focus of the first water quality protection actions under the Federal Clean Water Act and the
State’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act were point sources, as they were the most serious and
" the most easily identified and controlled. The Boards’ Core Regulatory Programs were
established to deal with these discharges.

Over the last 25 years, the Boards’ Core Regulatory Programs have made significant gains in
cleaning up polluted waters and stepping up protection of high quality waters. Despite this
progress, the State’s waters still have not reached the 1972 Clean Water Act goal of restoring all
rivers, lakes and coastal areas to fishable and swimmable conditions. The most recent biennial
review of the State’s water quality, required by federal law, identified over 500 water bodies in
California that do not meet existing water quality standards. Increasing demands for water
supply; additional and more intense industrial, commercial, municipal and agricultural activity;
and significant population growth have created new water quality problems and amplified the
significance of once lesser problems. Increasingly, attention is now focused on the growing and
historically largely ignored problem of pollution from nonpoint sources. Emphasis on solving
the nonpoint source pollution problems will continue to increase at a state and national level.
The Boards face the challenge of directing limited staff resources to the greatest need within
fund source constraints. :

Ongoing support of the Core Regulatory Programs is crucial to sustain the gains made over the
last 25 years in controlling pollution from point sources. The cycle of permitting (including
revising and updating permits), monitoring, inspecting and enforcing compliance must be



maintained. The complexity of this process is increasing as new treatment technologies are
developed, new information on effects of toxic pollutants becomes available, and new regulatory
initiatives, regulations and requirements are implemented.

Tn order to better document the most significant point source needs, the Legislature directed the
Boards to prepare a detailed Needs Analysis of the Core Regulatory Programs. These programs
are summarized briefly below to orient the reader to the key responsibilities and functions of
gach program, supply background on the number of permits and dischargers affected by the
programs, and provide a framework for the discussion of the approach taken by the Boards to
prepare the requested Needs Analysis.

II. THE CORE REGULATORY PROGRAMS

The Boards’ Core Regulatory Programs include the NPDES, Storm Water, Chapter 15, and
Non-Chapter 15 Programs. The Boards issue NPDES permits and Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) as one of the primary means of protecting water quality in the Core
Regulatory Programs. These regulatory tools impose limits on the quality and quantity of point
source waste discharges. They specify conditions, which protect the beneficial uses and quality
of receiving waters, implement Water Quality Control Plans, and when the discharge is to waters
of the United States, meet the requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act. NPDES permits are
issued to regulate discharges of waste from point sources to surface waters. Storm Water
dischargers, even though they represent a more diffuse discharge than other point sources, are
issued NPDES permits as a special category of point source discharge. WDRs are issued under
State authority to regulate discharges to waters of the State (surface water and groundwater).
These permits and WDRs can be in the form of an individual permit to an individual discharger
or a “general permit” to multiple dischargers who discharge similar types of waste from similar
sources.

NPDES Program

NPDES permits, issued by the Boards, are required for all point source pollution discharges of
waste into California’s surface waters to prevent pollution, loss or impairment of beneficial uses
of the waters, damage to or loss of aquatic species and habitat, prevent human health problems
and control waterborne diseases. In California, the NPDES Program is mandated by the Federal
Clean Water Act and administered by the State.

Storm Water Program

Discharges of pollutants to storm water conveyance systems are significant sources of pollution
to surface waters. These discharges are designated by federal law as point source discharges and
subject to a NPDES permit. The Boards currently issue individual municipal separate storm
sewer system (MS4) permits to municipalities with populations exceeding 100,000, and enroll
dischargers under a statewide general industrial storm water permit and a statewide general
construction storm water permit. The program is being expanded under the federally mandated
Phase II to include regulation of smaller municipalities and construction activities disturbing less



than five acres. An additional 115 municipalities will require permits under Phase I of the
program.

Chapter 15 Program

Waste discharges to land including treatment, storage or disposal sites, are regulated by the
Chapter 15 Program. These sites include landfills, surface impoundments, waste piles, mining
wastes, and land treatment units. Discharges from these facilities may impact water quality,
particularly groundwater. The goals of the Chapter 15 Program are primarily preventative yet
include a response action component to ensure adequate protection of water quality. Sites are
regulated through issuance of WDRs or conditional waivers, enforcement orders or voluntary
informal corrective action.

Non-Chapter 15 Program

Under the Non-Chapter 15 Program, liquid waste disposal impoundments and similar land
disposal systems for liquid and solid wastes are regulated under WDRSs issued by the Boards,
under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. These WDRs address
many types of waste discharges, including municipal, industrial and commercial sources, which
are not otherwise regulated under the NPDES Program or Chapter 15 Program.

401 Certification Program

Under the 401 Certification Program, the Boards issue certifications to applicants for US Army
Corp of Engineers permits that the project meets water quality standards. Clean Water Act
section 303 delegates to the states the establishment of water quality standards. Applicants for
Corps 404 permits must obtain “water quality certification” from the State, pursuant to CWA
section 401. Under the California Water Code, the Boards administer the 401 water quality
certification program. To issue certification, the Boards must find that the discharge complies
with State water quality standards, including protection of beneficial uses. Projects requiring
401 certification (e.g., land and port developments) are often large and technically complex. The
Boards can certify, certify with condition, or deny certification. Approximately, 1142
applications are received and processed annually statewide.

The types and numbers of NPDES permits or WDRs involved in each of the above programs are
shown in Table 1 below. These numbers change throughout the year as new permits or WDRs
are issued and others rescinded.

TABLE 1 _
PROGRAM | WDR OR PERMIT NUMBER OF DISCHARGERS
TYPE "
NPDES Individual Permits 953 Total =219%4
General 1241
Non-Chapter | Individual WDRs 3208 | Total =3692
15 General WDRs 484




Chapter 15 Individual WDRs 862 Total = 1168
' General WDRs 306
Storm Water | MS4 27 Total = 15,048
General Industrial 9313
General Construction 5708

Compliance Assurance and Enforcement

Compliance assurance and enforcement are integral components of all of the Core Regulatory
Programs’ activities. Both NPDES permits and WDRs may include a monitoring program to
ensure compliance with discharge requirements. The Boards’ staff conduct inspections to ensure
compliance with permit or WDR conditions. The Boards are authorized to take a variety of
formal and informal enforcement actions to obtain compliance with NPDES permits and WDRs.
Formal enforcement actions may include issuance of cleanup and abatement orders, cease and
desist orders, administrative civil liability orders and court action. Informal actions may include

staff level actions to obtain compliance.

Funding History

The degree to which the Boards have been able to carry out their regulatory responsibilities has
been largely dictated by available funding. Overall, the Boards’ operations budget has grown
substantially over the past ten years, increasing from $93 million in FY 1989/90 to $212 million
in FY 2000/2001 (excluding funds for UST claims, State Revolving Fund loans, etc.). This trend
may give the perception that the Boards’ budget has grown enough to provide sufficient capacity
to support its core regulatory functions as well as provide for redirection to newer emerging
areas of need, such as nonpoint sources. A more detailed look reveals, however, that this is not

the case.

While the Boards have grown substantially, much of the increase has supported activities other
than the Core Regulatory Programs. Increases have gone to important and fund-specific tasks
such as the underground storage tank cleanup activities, and bond-funded programs to support
infrastructure projects such as wastewater treatment plants. The use of these funds is restricted
to specific activities by statute, grant or contractual agreement. The funds often cannot be either
used to assist in implementing new requirements or redirected to respond to emerging high
priority issues.

As previously mentioned, it is important to note that the Administration and Legislature have
added 392 PYs to the Boards’ staffing over the last two years. Of this, the Core Regulatory
Program has been significantly strengthened with an additional 148 PYs. These include 68.4
limited-term PYs to address permitting backlogs and enhance compliance inspections, 4 PYs
addressed specifically at oversight of dairies, 7.6 PYs for increased water quality enforcement,
3.2 PYs for increased oversight of Chapter 15 facilities and 59.8 PYs to strengthen the Storm
Water program. The Boards are currently recruiting, hiring and training the new staff necessary
to meet the expectations of this augmentation. '



III. ESTIMATING CORE REGULATORY PROGRAMS’ WORKLOAD

As directed by the Supplemental Language, the focus of the Needs Analysis is solely on the Core
Regulatory Programs. The basic objectives of the Needs Analysis are to: (1) define and quantify
all of the work that needs to be done in the Core Regulatory Programs to protect water quality
adequately and efficiently, and (2) compare the resource level necessary to accomplish that
protection to the resources currently available. The analysis encompasses work currently
performed, as well as work that should be performed, in light of existing mandates and
acceptable levels of service. The process of conducting the Needs Analysis consisted of several
major steps:

Identifying the major activities that define the program;

Projecting workload (estimating the frequency of each activity);

Developing accurate workload standards (determining the average amount of time it takes to
perform the activity);

Calculating total program needs (calculating (workload projection x workload standard) and
summing of individual activity needs, plus any overhead costs not attributable to individual

activities).

The process of conducting a complete needs analysis for the Core Regulatory Programs was a
very large undertaking for the Boards. Approximately 50 program staff from throughout the
State were involved in four teams that performed the Core Regulatory Needs Analysis. Each
Core Regulatory Program formed a focussed Needs Analysis team to evaluate its program issues,
with experienced program representatives from each of the RWQCBs and a program manager
from the SWRCB. In addition, a five person SWRCB project coordination team was established
to oversee the broader effort and facilitate the teams. Due to the large workload required to
conduct the detailed Needs Analysis, the teams met monthly over the course of the project. In
addition, several hundred technical staff were involved in tracking the time they spent on specific
program tasks. .

A. Identifying Major Activities

To begin, the program teams outlined the categories of Board work that encompass each
program. The categories and discrete activities were further reviewed and defined by team
participants, and the Boards’ management. Each program defined activities that were: (1)
discrete and quantifiable, (2) output related, (3) direct program activities, and (4) clearly defined
as SWRCB or program oversight functions, as appropriate. Enforcement factors, common to all
programs, were developed to ensure enforcement needs are reviewed consistently between
programs. Overhead, such as management and clerical support, that cannot be directly
attributed, one-to-one, to these discrete activities was defined statewide and added during the
final step of the process.

B. Projecting Workload

The Core Regulatory Programs’ major activities define several of the Boards’ core business
functions: permitting, compliance inspections, monitoring report review, and enforcement. The



workload associated with these activities is a function of the number of dischargers regulated in
each program (see Table 1 in Background section), and the required frequency of each of the
activities. In general, the frequency of these activities is based on State and federal mandates
where they are specified. However, in many cases the mandate just directs the Boards to
“reasonably protect beneficial uses”. In these cases, the Boards have established minimum
standards for these critical tasks to meet the mandate of protecting water quality.

The SWRCB’s Administrative Procedures Manual (APM) provides recommended levels or
frequencies for many of the Core Regulatory Program activities. The APM, therefore, provides
guidance for a portion of the Needs Analysis. In some cases, USEPA has provided minimum
standards, which are used as the base to determine activity adequacy. Where no guidance exists,
or where the guidance is not reflective of current water quality needs, the teams developed
recommendations for management consideration.

For example, in the past, the Boards have found inspections to be a critical component of an
effective compliance assurance program. As such, the existing APM recommends inspection
frequencies that provide effective compliance assurance. The APM recommended frequencies
vary depending on the type of discharge and the threat to water quality. The APM recommends
twelve different inspection frequencies based on these factors.

The APM provides recommendations for the frequency of WDR issuance. Unlike NPDES
permits, which must be renewed every five years, WDRs do not expire. The APM therefore
reflects best judgment as to when WDRs should be reviewed - at five-, ten- and 15-year
intervals, depending on the threat to water quality of the discharge.

Individual NPDES permits and WDRs specify the nature and frequency of monitoring reporting.
As a result, the report review workload varies by permit or WDR. The existing APM does not
provide detail on the appropriate level of effort for monitoring report review. The APM
recommends only that monitoring reports should be reviewed within 30 days of receipt, and that
the receipt and review should be documented. The APM is being revised to provide additional
detail on monitoring report review and the Needs Analysis reflects the revised APM standards.

There are additional tasks, besides the core business functions mentioned above, that are
conducted by the Boards’ staff in the various programs. Activities such as complaint
investigation, program training, and outreach are variable and do not have established guidelines
for the annual frequency because of their nature. These activities are difficult to anticipate in
projecting workloads, but of necessity, were included in the Needs Analysis to reflect the entirety
of each of the Core Regulatory Programs.

The program teams projected an average annual workload for most activities based on the total
number of actions (e.g. total number of NPDES permittees) and the frequency with which each
action should occur (e.g. NPDES permits expire every five years) considering mandates,
program guidance and experience gained from existing practice. This step included
documenting assumptions and sources of underlying data. For some factors, data management
and tracking systems were not in place for calculating the total workload. In these cases, data
from another program or some other form of estimation were used to model the function.



Projecting enforcement workload is problematic since workload is determined by the number of
violations that require some type of enforcement action, and violations are by their nature
unpredictable. The NPDES and Non-Chapter 15 programs had previously performed detailed
analyses of violations and enforcement actions on an annual basis. Information from these
analyses were used this to project enforcement workload for these programs. The Chapter 15
program also performed an analysis of violation and enforcement actions to serve as the basis for
projecting enforcement workload. The Storm Water and 401 Certification programs developed
program specific models based on the NPDES and Non-Chapter 15 analyses to project their
enforcement workload.

C. Developing Workload Standards

A workload standard is the average amount of time it takes to perform a specific activity. The
development of workload standards requires that very detailed information be collected from a
large number of program staff and collated for analysis. An existing RWQCB time and activity -
tracking system was modified for the purpose of tracking staff time and associated outputs for
developing the cost factors (workload standards). The time-tracking database was modified
during the summer of 1999 and staff training on the overall project and use of the time tracking
system was conducted at each RWQCB office. The automated system was fully operational in
all RWQCBs by September 1999, but some RWQCB staff began manually tracking time July 1,
1999. Several hundred staff at all the Boards (including SWRCB) tracked the time they spent on
discrete core regulatory activities to ensure that the data available for analysis are statistically
valid and representative of the variations caused by different types of facilities or geo graphic
conditions. Staff recorded time data for about 9 months logging 60,546 data entries totaling
188,980 hours.

The data collected for each cost factor was collated and evaluated by the Needs Analysis Team
for each program, and a “standard” for each factor was determined. The teams evaluated the
data variability and completeness. It was difficult to assign a single workload standard to some
activities in the Core Regulatory Programs (e.g. WDR issuance), however, because time spent 1s
highly variable depending on the controversial nature or complexity of the facility being
regulated. Some activities, such as permitting, or siting a new landfill, take months or even years
to complete. To mitigate this, many activities were tracked by facility over an extended time
period to allow separation of different types or special cases. This aided in refining the analysis
where timeframes vary widely. In some cases, more than one standard was determined if the
data showed separate populations or a large range due to geographical differences or complexity.
Collection of complete data on some long-term activities was outside the scope of this Needs
Analysis. Workload standards for some of these activities were estimated by tracking time
during the Needs Analysis data collection period and then projecting the gap to completion.

D. Calculating Total Program Needs

Once the total annual workload for each task was calculated, and a workload “standard”
determined from the collected data, the required staff time was calculated. Each program team
documented its work associated with each step of the process in a Needs Analysis Matrix. These



Needs Analysis Matrices are attached as Appendix A. These matrices document the objective of
each activity, the calculation of the projected workload, and the workload standard developed by

the team.

The final step in the process was calculating the total need for each Core Regulatory Program,
including program-specific enforcement. Up to this point, the total program need was based on
the time required for technical staff to complete tasks. Supervision and management, clerical,
information technology and PC support, and legal support staff costs were added to the workload
standard for each task to arrive at the total estimated task costs. The task and program specific
information was then rolled-up to provide the overall statewide need for the Core Regulatory

Programs.

The matrices attached as Appendix A provide examples of the steps of the Needs Analysis
process for each of the Core Regulatory Programs. Since the activities performed by program
staff at State Board often differ from the activities performed by Regional Board staff in the
same program, separate analyses were performed and separate matrices developed.

IV. RESULTS

Overall, the Needs Analysis demonstrates a need for 2,088 PYs and $8.6 million in contracts.
With an existing FY 2001/02 baseline of 414 PY's for these programs, the future need is
projected to be 1,674 PYs. This figure includes support for existing Core Regulatory Program
workload plus anticipated future work necessary to comply with new mandates. The overall
results of the Needs Analysis are presented in Tables 2 & 3 and discussed by program below.

Table 2: Needs Analysis Summary (Personnel Y ears)
Program - Program | Enforcement Total FY 2001/02 Additional
Need Need Need Baseline Future Need
NPDES 201 52 253 124 129
Non-Chapter 15 199 91 290 75 215
Dairies 159 59 218 4 214
Chapter 15 151 24 175 95 80
401 Certification 120 14 134 11 123
Storm Water Phase I 199 149 348 105 243
Subtotal 1029 389 1418 414 1004
New Workload

Storm Water Phase I | 112 63 175 0 175
Storm Water Non- 166 329 495 0 495
filer :

Subtotal 278 392 670 0 670
Total 1307 781 2088 414 1674




Table 3: Needs Analysis Summary (Contracts)
Program One-time Annual Need FY 2001/02 Total Need
Need (lab services) Baseline
NPDES $1,766,500 $1,824,448 $647,052
Non-Chapter 15 $705,000
Dairies | $780,000 0 $780,000
Chapter 15 0 0 0
401 Certification 0 0 0
Storm Water Phase | $60,000 0 $60,000
(Non-filer search) $6,063,400 0 $6,063,400
(Develop training) $1,000,000 0 $1,000,000
Storm Water Phase II $40,000 0 $40,000
Storm Water Non- 0 0
filer
Total $7,063,400 $3,351,500 $1,824,448 $8,590,452

Factors to Consider

There are several important factors to consider when reviewing the data.

Existing Workload vs. New Workload: As noted earlier, the estimated total need of 1,674 PYs
actually has two components. The SWRCB estimates that 1004 PY's are needed to fund fuily the
existing program commitments (write or update permits, conduct all the inspections, review
monitoring reports, take necessary enforcement action, etc) on the existing universe of known
facilities. In addition, the SWRCB estimates that 670 PY's will be needed for new work
associated with the federally mandated storm water program, some of which reflects assumptions
that may change with more experience. For example, the Storm Water program estimates that
approximately 80,000 industrial facilities have not filed for coverage or exemption from the
general industrial storm water permit. Based on existing ratios of facilities that have filed, the
program estimates that 10,000-20,000 of these facilities would enroll for coverage under the
permit. The projected workload and resource needs for the program growth resulting from the
non-filer effort are based on these assumptions.

Increased Efficiencies vs. Increasingly Complex Workload: It is important to note that the
workload need estimates are based primarily on the current approach to program management.
On the one hand, it is reasonable to assume that the estimates may be reduced as future
efficiencies through improved technology and communication are realized, enhanced contracting
is undertaken where feasible, etc. On the other hand, the estimates could increase due to new
regulations, increasingly complex science, etc. For example, the California Toxics Rule (CTR)
promulgated by US EPA established water quality standards for a large number of constituents
that now must be incorporated into NPDES permits as effluent limitations. The SWRCB
adopted a Statewide Implementation Policy to guide this effort. The effect of these actions,
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which became effective during May 2000, could not be quantified and included in the permitting
workload standards. It is clear that implementing the CTR is significantly increasing the
complexity of issuing NPDES.

Contracts (Table 3); Along with the estimates of staff, the Board also estimates that $8.6 million
will be needed for contracts. The recurring annual contract needs are for laboratory services to
analyze water samples collected during compliance inspections or complaint investigations
conducted by the NPDES, Non-Chapter 15 and Storm Water programs. The one-time contract
needs identified for the Storm Water program are for (1) developing a standardized training
program to educate and certify construction inspectors about storm water permit compliance
($1,000,000) and (2) verifying and contacting all entities thought to be subject to regulation
under the general storm water permits ($6,063,400).

Program Impact

The following is a summary of the impact on the specific programs that comprise the Core
Regulatory Program:

NPDES. Non-Chapter 15 and Dairies: The bulk of the NPDES (253 PYs) and Non-Chapter 15
(290 PYs) projected need is based on staffing needed to provide adequate oversight of existing
permits and WDRs. The most significant unmet resource needs for these programs are for
renewing permits, updating WDRs, compliance inspections, monitoring report review and
enforcement activities. The projected need for Dairies of 218 PYs is new work involving both
the NPDES and Non-Chapter 15 programs. This need, for which the Boards have minimal
existing resources, is based on a projected workload to regulate dairies consistent with the
federal strategy for regulating confined animal feeding operations.

Chapter 15: Most of the Chapter 15 projected need of 175 PYs is based on existing WDRs,
although allowance is made for issuing new WDRs. The projected new WDR workload is based
on the historical average of new WDR applications (report of waste discharge). Program
workload also projects assessing currently unregulated sites over a five-year period. The most
significant unmet resource needs are for report reviews, enforcement activities, and unregulated
sites.

401 Certification: Most of the 401 Certification projected need of 134 PYs is based on the
average number of applications received over a two-year period. The most significant unmet
resource needs are for: (1) adding conditions to a greater number of waivers that are currently
waived unconditionally due to resource limitations and (2) pre-application consultation and
compliance inspections.

Storm Water: The Storm Water program was divided into three components. The projected
need for these components: 348 for existing or Phase I; 175 for the upcoming Phase I,
mandated by US EPA,; and 495 for the potential growth resulting from regulating facilities that
have not yet filed for the existing baseline program (non-filer). '
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The most significant unmet resource needs for the Phase I program are for compliance
inspections, report review, and enforcement activities. The Phase I program need projection
includes a sizeable one-time contract ($6,063,400) to search out and contact non-filers. As
discussed earlier, the subsequent program growth resulting from this non-filer effort is the basis
for “non-filer” need projection discussed below.

We currently estimate that there are approximately 80,000 industrial facilities statewide that have
not filed with the program. Assuming these new filers will require regulation in approximately
the same proportion as existing filers, approximately 20,000 additional facilities will enter the
program. The projected non-filer need of 495 PY's addresses the resources necessary to conduct
the basic program activities for these additional facilities (notice of intent and termination
document review, compliance inspections and enforcement). The non-filer effort would ramp-up
over a two-year period beginning in FY 2002-03, but would then become an additional ongoing
annual workload for the program.

The Phase II component is a federally mandated expansion of the program. Phase II will include
regulation of smaller municipalities and construction activities disturbing less than five acres.
These are not now regulated under the baseline program. The projected need for this new work
is 175 PYs, for which there is no existing baseline resource.

Enforcement: The Needs Analysis projects a need of 389 PYs for existing program enforcement
activities and 392 PYs for new program enforcement activities. The projected need for a cost-
effective enforcement program was included as a component of the Needs Analysis for each of
the programs. The enforcement component of the total need for each program is presented n
Table 2. Program activities included in the enforcement component represent the range of
informal and formal enforcement options available to the Boards. The suite of options is the
same for each program. However, the projected workload for each of the options is program
specific. Activities such as compliance inspections and self-monitoring report review, which are
traditionally considered compliance assurance activities were included in the analysis for each
program, but were not included in total for enforcement. These activities are included in the
“Program Need” totals for each program.

V. FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION

This Needs Analysis projects a significant need to implement existing workload and anticipated
new work. As discussed above, the Boards have received significant increases to their Core
Regulatory Program budget baseline over the last two years. The Boards are in the process of
assimilating these increases by recruiting, hiring and training new staff for these positions.
Given the magnitude of the projected need and the effort required to ramp up to use fully new
resources, a phased approach to implementing additional augmentations to meet the projected
need is appropriate. This approach includes adding staff or contract resources when feasible,
prioritizing existing resources to focus on those problems that create the greatest threat to water
quality, and continuing efforts to increase efficiency throughout our programs.
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Prioritization:

As mentioned above, the Needs Analysis is based on the total universe of facilities and activities.
It is reasonable to prioritize Core Regulatory Program efforts on the most critical activities and
facilities that represent the greatest threat to water quality first and gradually increase the
program to address the larger universe through additional incremental resource augmentations.

Increasing Efficiency:

The Boards are continuing efforts to increase efficiency. One of these efforts that will have
positive effects on the Core Regulatory Program is development of the System for Water
Information Management (SWIM). SWIM is a centralized data management system that will
automate the Boards’ water quality business processes. Phase I replaced the Boards” antiquated
Waste Discharger System and began the process of automating water quality business process.
Subsequent phases will incorporate all water quality programs and automate core business
processes including: permitting, compliance and enforcement, discharger reporting, etc. Once
developed and deployed, this system will provide efficiencies for a variety of core regulatory
activities.
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

NPDES PROGRAM
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total Unit Cost Total Need PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workioad Standard]  Annual Factor (Hours)* ({@1775
: Wkid (Hours)* hrs./PY)*
NPDES PERMIT ISSUANCE/RE-ISSUANCE
1-issue new Major All complete applicatiqns Processed and permits issued. i
Industrial permit Program manager Projection based on historical 5 727 3,635 20
experience. SWIM historical data.
2-Reissue Major Reissue every five years but even out workload. July
. - 2000 SWIM data -1/5th of permits in this class. (72/5 = 14 777 10,878 6.1
Industrial permit 14.4)
3-lssue new major All complete applications processed and permits issued.
" : Program manager projection based on historical SWIM 8 761 6,088 34
Municipal permit data,
. . Reissue every five years but even out workioad. July
4-Reissue Major |20 8 eth of permits in this class. (184/5 = 37 727 26,899 15.2
Municipal permit 36.8)
5-lssue new minor All complete applicatigns Processed and_ permits issued.
permit dPr?gram manager projection based on historical SWIM 33 363 11,979 6.7
ata,
X . Reissue every five years but even out workload. Jul
B-Reissue MIROT |0 SWIM data -1/5th of permits in this class. (esayls = 131 287 37,507 212
permit 130.6) .
"[7-1ssue/Reissue Reissue every five years but even out workload. July
General NPDES 2000 SWIM data -1/5th of permits in this class. (35/6 = 7.2 833 5,998 3.4
permit 7.2)
g;scnr::'gzrejgzr" All applicants enrolied within 30 days. July 2000 SWiM
General NPDES files-20% of enrollees per year for re-enroliment every 5 251 13 3,263 1.8
" years. (1253 x .2 = 250.6)
permit
INSPECTIONS
9-Perform Cat. 1A | Apw. July 2000 SWIM files times APM standards. 856 18 15,408 8.7
Inspection
lg'zzﬁfgggat' Per APM. .July 2000 SWIM files times APM standards for 3023 15 45.345 255
T Cat 1B plus 20% for other categories. ’ :
inspection
INVESTIGATIONS
11-Compiaint Respond to all complaints. Historical experience is 10% .
Investigation & of number of facilities (July 2000 SWIM data) (2176 x .1 = 218 17 3,706 21
Foliow-up 218)
: MONITORING/COMPLIANCE
12-Level 1 DMR Review all DMRs. Based on FY 1998-99 and FY 1998-00 8700 2 17.400 0.8
Review average numnber of DMRs received. ’ )
DMRs wiviolations and annually per facility. SWIM files
13-Level 2 DMR and one-fourth of DMRs received. July 2000 SWIM data '
Review and FY 1998-99 and FY 1999-00 average number 4347 8 34,776 19.6
received. :
14-Level 3 DMR Every fifth year. SWIM files as of July 2000. (2176/5 = 438 27 11.826 6.7
Review 438.4) ' ! )
Quartery for all majors in SNC. Number of major times 4.
15-Prepare ONCR 5. ced on July 2000 SWIM data. (257 x 4 = 1028) 1028 2 2,056 12
. PRETREATMENT
16-Pretreatment Once every five years. 20% of number of pretreatment 20 149 2980 17
audit programs. (100 x .2 = 20) !
17-Pretreatment Once each year not audited. 80% of number of
inspection pretreatment programs. (100 x .8 = 80) 80 101 8.080 46
;?c;;r::;eatment Histcirical experience is 10% of number of programs. (100 10 41 410 0.2
modifications x1=10) :
19-Pretreatment
annual Review all annual reports. 100 14 1,400 0.8
reports/follow-up
CASEHANDLING
fga':g:::: d‘l:i’r‘:;;s‘gm Number of facilities. Based on July 2000 SWIM data. 2176 16 34,816 . 196
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
21-Appeals of Follow APM and OCC requirements for administrative
RWQCB permitting |record. RWQCB estimate based on FY 1999-00 25 169 4,225 24
actions experience.
22'Peh.t'°qs RWQCB estimate based on FY 1999-00 experience. (0 .
appealing enf, . 0 7 0 0.0
. simple each and 37 complex)
actions
37 169 6,253 3.5
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

NFPDES PROGRAM
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total Unit Cost Total Need PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard]  Annual Factor FHours)' (@1775
Wkld {Hours)* hrs./PY)*
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 8,621 4.9
P2-Database 0.8 hrs./personiweek (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 5,324 3.0
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./person/week (1.7x 50 x total technical PYs) 10,776 6.1
P4-Other
{workplans,
roundtabie &
technical mtgs., 676 hrs./officelyear (676 x 12= 8,112 hrs.) 8,112 4.6
misc.
communication,
etc.)
ENFORCEMENT
E1-Informal 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified 920 7 6.440 a8
enforcement by program manager and RWQCBs. ’ .
Foliow-up 920 5 4,600 2.6
E2-13267 letters
(when used for RWQCB estimate. 116 8 928 05
enforcement)
Fallow-up 116 8 $28 0.5
E3-Notice to
Comply - RWQCB estimate. 106 7 742 04
NTC/follow-up
E4-Cleanup & . . . R
1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified
Abatement 9 135 1,215 0.7
RW . ’ :
orderfollow-up by program manager and QCBs
E5-Cease & Desist |1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified
orders/follow-up by program manager and RWQCBs. : 125 203 25,375 14.3
EG\;'IA Er; g}:.stratxve 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified 0 a7 o 0.0
vil Liability - by program manager and RWQCBs. :
Simple
Follow-up (Simpie} Q 37 0 0.0
Complex Complex 140 203 28,420 16.0
Follow-up (complex)|Follow-up 140 68 9,520 54
E7.Time Schedule |1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified 4 203 812 05
orders/follow-up by program manager and RWQCBs. i
Ei—Ret:lirrals 0 AG, 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as modified 22 237 5214 59
» Oner by program manager and RWQCBs. v :
agency/follow-up
Eg-Third party RWQCE estimate. 23 17 391 0.2
actions/foliow-up
E10-Migden . .
. | As required by Migden Act. Assume 10% of number of
Egl::mn Prevention facilities each year. RWQCB estimate. (2176 x .1 = 218) 218 7 1,526 0.0
TOTAL NEED
(PYs) 233.2
LAB SERVICES RESOURCES
. Samples taken w/all Cat 1A inspections. (856 x $2,000 =
Inspections $1.712,000) $1,712,000
. Samples taken w/complaint investigations. (218 x $250 =
Complaints $54.500) $54,500
$1,766,500
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
NON-CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Unit
Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total Cost Total PYs
Task Standard Annual Factor Need ({@1775
Wkid . | (Hours)* | hrs./PY)*
{Hours)
WDR ISSUANCE/RE-ISSUANCE
All complete applications processed and WDRs
w;i"sv/(rggg’gat' ! issued. Program Manager projection based on 15 444 6,660 3.8
SWIM historical data. ‘
Update every 5 years per APM but even out
& pdate Catl | orkload. July 2000 SWIM data - 1/5th of WORs in | 37 343 12,691 7.4
this class/year. (185/5 = 37)
All complete applications processed and permits
3\7;?3,/(?:()12 at i issued. Program manager projection based on 69 368 25,392 14.3
historical SWIM data.
4-Update Cat. I Update every 10 years but even out workload. July
V\'/D‘; @ : 2000 SWIM data -1/10th of WDRs in this class. 120.3 277 33,323 18.8
(1203/10 = 120.3)
Alt complete applications processed and permits
&Ig:};ue /(nceév ())AC at. lil issued. Program manager projection based on 102 304 31,008 17.5
. W historical SWIM data.
Reissue every 15 years but even out workioad. July
Sjépsate Cat 15000 SWIM data -1/15th of WDRs in this class. 109 220 23,980 135
(1629/15 = 108.6)
7-issue/Re-issue Reissue every 5 years but even out workload. July
SUG/RE-ISS 2000 SWIM data ~1/5th of general WDRs. (26/5 = 5.2 771 4,009 2.3
General WDR 5.2)
8-Enrol/Re-enroll  |All applicants enrolled within 30 days. July 2000
discharger under SWIM files-20% of enrollees per year for re- 102 12 1,224 0.7
General WDR enroliment every 5 years. (506 x .2=101.8)
INSPECTIONS
Q-Perform Cat. 1A |Per APM. July 2000 SWIM files times APM 1,243 18 22374 12.6
Inspection standards.
10-Perform Cat. Per APM. July 2000 SWIM files times APM
"11B,2,3,4,5&6 standards for Cat 1B plus 20% for other categories. 5,088 10 50,880 28.7
Inspection (3455x1.2 =4146) N
INVESTIGATIONS
11-Complaint Respond to all complaints. Historical experience is
Investigation & 10% of number of facilities (July 2000 SWIM data) 347 12 4,164 23
Follow-up (3455 x .1 = 345.5)
MONITORING/COMPLIANCE
12-Level 1 SMR Review all SMRs. Based on FY 1998-99 and FY
Review 1999-00 average number of SMRs received. 19,587 1 15,630 88
TSMRs wiviolations and annually per facility. SWIM
13-Level 2 SMR files and one-fourth of SMRs received. July 2000
Review SWIM data and FY 1998-99 and FY 1989-00 8,338 5 41,698 238
average number received
14-L.evel 3 SMR ?very fifth year. SWIM files as of July 2000. (3455/5 691.0 14 0,674 55
Review = 691)
CASEHANDLING
15-Permit Oversight |Number of facilities. Based on July 2000 SWIM
(Casehandiing) data. ' 8,455 8 27,840 156
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
16-Appeais of Foliow APM and OCC requirements for
RWQCB permitting |administrative record. RWQCB estimate based on 12 169 2,028 1.1
actions FY 1999-00 experience.
17-Petitions Follow APM and OCC requirements for
appealing enf. administrative record. RWQCB estimate based on 17 169 2,873 1.6
Actions FY 1999-00 experience. :
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
NON-CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM

TOTAL NEED PYs

Regional Boards
STATEWIDE
Unit
Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total Cost Total FYs
Task Standard Annual Factor Need ({@1775
Wkid . | (Hours)* | hrs./PY)*
{Hours)
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION )
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 10,567 6.0
P2-Database 0.8 hrs./person/week (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 6.527 37
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./person/week (1.7x 50 x total technical PYs) 13,209 7.4
P4-Other
(workplans,
roundtable &
technica!l mtgs., 676 hrs./office/year (676 x 12= 8,112 hrs.) 8,112 4.6
misc.
communication,
etc.)
ENFORCEMENT
E1-Informal 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as
enforcement madified by program manager and RWQCB. 1187 7 8.309 47
follow-up Follow-up. 1,187 5 5,935 3.3
E2-13267 letters .
(when used for RWQCB estimate. 146 8 1,168 0.7
enforcement)
foliow-up Follow-up. 146 8 1,168 0.7
E3-Notice to Comply] .
 NTClfollow-up RWQCB estimate. 162 7 1,134 0.6
E4-Cleanup & ) .
Abaterment 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as 102 135 13,770 7.8
modified by program manager and RWQCB.
order/follow-up
E5-Cease & Desist [1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as
orders/follow-up modified by program manager and RWQCB. 126 203 25578 14.4
E(_a—_Ad_m u:u_stratwe 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as
Civil Liability - . 0 37 9] 0.0
. modified by program manager and RWQCB.
Simple
Follow-up (Simple) . 0 37 0 0.0
Complex Complex 340 203 69,020 38.9
Follow-up
(Complex) Follow-up. 340 68 23,120 13.0
E7-Time Schedule |1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as 1 203 - 203 0.1
orders/follow-up moadified by program manager and RWQCB. e
Ed-Referrals to AG, 1999 Enforcement Review Team assessment as
DA, other . 7 237 1,659 0.9
modified by program manager and RWQCB.
agency/follow-up
EQ-Third party RWQCB estimate. 3 17 51 0.0
actions/follow-up
284.4

!

LAB SERVICES RESOURCES

Samples taken w/all Cat 1A inspections and others.

Inspections (1.243 x $500 = $ 621,000) $621,000

. Sampies taken w/complaint investigations. (336 x
Complaints $250 = $84.000) $84,000
TOTAL $705,000
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

NPDES/NON-CHAPTER 15 PROGRAMS

State Board
. Total (l;J:;tt Total ~ PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need (@1775
Wkld Factor (Hours)* | per PY)*
{Hours)*
PROGRAM/ GRANTS ADMINISTRATION
Prepare annual work plans for NPDES, Non 15, Storm Water and
1- Annual Work Plans Section 104/106 grants. 4 845 3,380 1.9
2- Program Tracking Track major activities resulting in outputs; quarterly and triannual .
and Performance . . . 21 127 2,667 15
Reporting reviews of progress against work plans. (4 work plans x 6 reviews/yr)
3- Program Grant Administer Section 104/106 grant. N/A 845 845 0.5
Administration }
4- Program Budget Administer budget for NPDES, Non 15, Storm Water, Section 3 423 1969 07
Administration 104/106, General Fund TMDL v '
PRETREATMENT PROGRAM'AND GRANTS ADMINISTRATION

?;;;?r?;am Mgmt/ Provide RBs with program support/training. N/A 2,415 2,415 14
6- Compliance Provide RBs with program supportitraining in conducting PCI. 8 120 960 0.5
Inspections
7- Compliance Audits _|Provide RBs with program support/training in conducting PCA. 2 135 270 0.2

) LEGISLATION/ BUDGET
8- Bill Analysis Based on projected number of bills assigned . 20 54 1,080 0.6
9- Budget Activities in - . .
Support of Legisiation Implement all enrolled bills; prepare BCPs and guidance as required. 2 135 270 0.2

PERMIT DEVELOPMENT AND REVIEW
10- Review/ comment . o
on draft WDRs Review 90% of draft WDRs 675 12 8,100 4.6
11- Review/ comment . o .
on draft NPDES permits Review 100% of draft NPDES permits. 530 12 6,360 3.6
SPECIAL STUDIES/ SERVICES
12- Cleanup Oversight |Oversight of Penn Mine cleanup. N/A 389 389 0.2
13- Sanitary Sewer o
Overflow Study Historical average. N/A 1,690 1,690 1.0
14- Regulations/ Poliey/{, . . . .. .
Guidance/ Training Historical information. 2 1,521 3,042 1.7
15- Ocean OQutfall e .
PLUME Model Historical information. 10 135 1,350 0.8
TECHNICAL ANALYSIS and REPORTS On PETITIONS (non-enforcement)
16- Develop Technical |Evaluate technical issues and prepare reports for OCC. Assumes 13 507 6.591 37
Reports ' 10% of appeals generate technical reports., ! ’
17- Participate in Annual average. 13 34 442 0.2
hearings
18- Response to Info | yrical information. 100 5 500 0.3
Regquests
CASE HANDLING

19- Response to
Controlled Historical information. 100 17 1,700 1.0
Correspondence

TOTAL NEED PYs 25.5
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

NPDES/NON-CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM (DAIRIES)

Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Unit
Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total Cost Total PYs
Task Standard Annual Factor Need (@1775
Wkid - | (Hours)* | hrs./PY)”
(Hours)
NPDES PERMIT ISSUANCE/RE-ISSUANCE
’ lssué/Re issue Issue individual NPDES permits to dairies with more than
e 1500 head over 5 year period. Reissue every 5 years.
nevr\:r:.rtldrwdual 1/5th of dairies above 1500 head annually, based on 57.0 727 41,438 233
permi inventory of dairies. (285 x .2 =57)
.issue/Re-issue tssue general NPDES permit to dairies with more than
G: nse | NPDEUS 700 and less than 1500 head. Reissue every five years. 16 833 1333 08
em.l;a Assume 1 general permiyRWQCB except R-5 w/4 and R+ ) ! :
permi 3,4,689 winone._(8/5 = 1.6)
3-Enrol/Re-enroll | All applicants enrolied within 30 days. 20% of dairies
discharger under  (more than 700 head and less than 1500 head annually. 1774 13 2306 13
General NPDES Inventory of Dairies more than 700 head and less than : ! :
permit 1500 head. (887 x .2=177.4)
NON-15 WDR ISSUANCE/UPDATE
4-lssue/Update new issue individual WDRs 1o 20% of dairies with less than
T 700 head over 5 year period (4% of dairies with less than )
%cg\gdual Non-15 700 head annually), based on Inventory of dairies with 520 444 23,088 13.0
S less than 700 head. (1300 x .04 = 52)
5-1ssue/Update Jssue general WDR to 60% of dairies with less than 700
y head. Update every five years. Assume 1 general
VGVEE;';ra‘ Non-15 |\ DR/RWQCE except R-5 wi4 and R-4,6,7,889 winone. 14 e 1.079 06
(7/5=1.4)
3;50[:211/‘:??;2" All applicants enrolied within 30 days. 12% of dairies
GeneralgN '}',_15 with less than 700 head annually based on inventory of 155.9 12 1,871 1.1
WDR 0 dairies with less than 700 head. (1299 x .12 = 155.9}
DAIRY COMPLIANCE ASSISTANGE
Z;]i\;lgaaﬁe dézgs As required to meet Dairy QAP needs and assist dairies
and th Serzvith with violations. Based on RWQCB estimate of 10% of 247.2 27 6,674 38
Vimatié’ns dairies annually. (2472 x .1 =247.2)
8-Review and
evaluate All dairies over 700 head every other year. 1/2 of dairies
Comprehensive above 700 head annually, based on inventary of dairies 586.0 68 39,848 22.4
Nutrient with more than 700 head. {1172 x .5 = 586)
management Plans
9-Review and .
;\gltlt?;i \F’Dvree}t\zntion All dairies covered by Non-15 WDRs every other year.
Plans and Nutrient 2/5 of deiries with less than 700 head annually. (1300 x 520.0 68 35,360 19.9
Management Plans' 4 =520)
for Non-15 WDRs
INSPECTIONS
Inspect all permitted dairies annually. SWIM files—
:r::’s-P:c'I% r;" Annual individual permits/WDRs and general permit/general 2,286 15 34,290 19.3
pect WDR enrollees. Based on inventory of dairies.
11-Perform Bi- 1/2 of permitted dairies annually. 1/2 of dairies over 700
annual Thorough head and 2/5 of dairies w/less than 700 head based on 11086 18 - 19.908 112
Inspection ) inventory of dairies. (1172 x.5 =586 plus 1300 x .4 = ’ ' o
P 520)
INVESTIGATIONS
12-Complaint Respond to all complaints. Historical experience is 10%
Investigation & of number of faciliies. Based on an inventory of dairies. 2472 12 2,966 1.7
Foltow-up (2472 x .1 =247.2)
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

NPDES/NON-CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM (DAIRIES)

Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Unit
Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total Cost Total PYs
Task Standard Annual Factor Need (@1775
* y *x
Wkid (Hours)* (Hours) hrs./PY)
MONITORING/ COMPLIANCE
13-Annual report Review ali annual reports. SWIM files—individual
review P permits/WDRs and general permit/general WDR 2,472.0 17 42,024 23.7
' enroliees. Based on an inventory of dairies.
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
14-Appeals of ; . .
- Follow APM and OCC requirements for administrative
RWQCB permitting record. Based on RWQCB estimate. 39.0 169 6,591 8.7
actions
15-Petitions Follow APM and OCC requir_ements for administrative
appealing enf. record. RWQCB estimate of 10% of number of formal 35.9 169 6,067 3.4
actions enforcement actions annually. (359 x .1 = 35.9)
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 88 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 8,220 4.6
P2.Database 0.8 hrs./person/week (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 5,077 29
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./personiweek {1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 10,275 5.8
ENFORCEMENT
E£1-Informal Provide positive response to every observed violation.
enforcement RWQCB estimate of 37.5% of number of dairies each 857.3 7 6,001 3.4
year. (2286 x .375 = 857.3)
Follow-up Follow-up. 857.3 5 4,286 2.4
E2-13267 letters As required on a case-by-case basis. RWQCB estimate
(when used for of 10% of number of dairies each year. (2472x.1= 247.2 8 1,978 1.1
enforcement) 247.2)
Follow-up Foliow-up. 247.2 8 1,978 1.1
Ei;_':‘)‘hc? to Best professional judgment. RWQCB estimate of 10% of] 247.2 7 1730 10
Dy number of dairies each year. (2472 x .1 = 247.2) : ! :
NTC/follow-up
E4-Cleanup & As required on a case-by-case basis. RWQCB estimate
Abatement order/  |of 5% of number of dairies each year. (2472 x .05= 123.6 135 16,686 9.4
follow-up 123.6)
| As required on a case-by-case basis. RWQCB estimate
E5-Cease & Desist of 5% of number of dairies each year. (2472x.05= 123.6 203 25,091 | 14.1
{orders/follow-up 123.6)
EG-Administrative |As required on a case-by-case basis. RWAQCB estimate
Civil Liability - of 5% of number of dairies each year. (2472x.05= 0.0 37 0 0.0
Simple 123.6)
Follow-up (simple) 0.0 37 0 0.0
Complex Complex 123.6 203 25,091 14.1
Follow-up Follow-up. 123.6 68 8,405 4.7
(complex)
E7-Time Schedule 0.0 203 0 00
orders/follow-up
E8-Referrals to AG,
DA, other As required on a case-by-case basis. RWQCB estimate. 30.0 237 7,110 4.0
agency/follow-up
E9-Third party . . .
actions/follow-up As required on a case-by-case basis. RWQCB estimate. 5.0 17 85 0.05
TOTAL:NEED
17.
(PYs) 217.9
| i |
L AB SERVICES RESOURCES
Inspections & Samples taken inspections and complaint investigations. $780,000
complaints (3,120 x $250 = § 780,000) !
TOTAL $780,000
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM

Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total Unit Cost Total Need PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annuai Factor {Hours)* @1775
Workload | (Hours)* hrs./PY)*
CURRENTLY REGULATED SITES
WDR ISSUANCE
1-New WDR All new ROWDs. Historical average of new ROWDs submitted 3 603 7.839 44
issuance annually based on SWIM/year-end reports. * .
Estimate of new projects worked on, but WDRs not completed. 50 201 10,050 57
Revise as a result of updatefreview process (per APM, every 5,
10 or 15 yrs based on TTWQ) or as requested by discharger.
2-WDR For "update” apply APM criteria to SWIM list of WDRs; for
revision/update "revisions" use historical average of revision requests based on 162 289 43,578 248
SWIM and year-end reports. (Total WDRs = 862; 94 Updates +
68 Revisions = 162)
All ROWD's received requesting waiver or rescission; rescission|
3-WDR waiver needed as result of update/review process. Historical average
rescission ! of waivers and rescissions processed annually based on 30 34 1,020 0.6
SWIiM/year-end reports. (9 rescissions from update process +
10 waivers + 11 other = 30)
Prepare General- as needed; Enroliments- all applications
4-General WDR received; NAR- as peeded as a result of the update/review
Enroliment, No process. Historical average of NARs processed (SWIM) 107 14 1458 0.8
action re u'ire d annually. Total # of general WDR enroliees (Region 4 & 9 ' .
a data) divided by 3-year sycle. (General WDR enrollees -306/3
= 102; Update NAR = 5)
5-Monitoring and As requested by discharger or as determined by RB staff per
Reporting Program | Title 27. Historical average of requests and RB initiated MRPs 486 15 690 04
(MRP) based on RWQCB estimate of 5% of WDRs.
INSPECTIONS
APM: Catl- 1A, 2B (195); Catli - 1B (289); Catlii- 1B
6- APM Inspections |(369)(less SB 1082 sites). # sites/category x APM frequency @ 1,219 12 14,628 8.2
. inspection level.
REPORT REVIEWS
;’fiﬁl\gmg; ng Review all received (Receive all due). Total # SMRs required 2700 17 45.900 25.9
ReSiew annually based on RWQCB counts/estimates of WDRs. ' ' )
8-Technical Reports
{non-enforcement, Review all required submittals. Total # technical reports
not part of received annually based on RWQCB records/estimates. 2.200 12 26,400 148
ROWD/JTD) y :
Review
9-Financial )
Assurance Annual update and review of financial assurance documents for 507 a4 17.238 97
Documentation non-MSW landfills per Title 27. SWIM non-MSW landfills ' N
Review
CLOSURE
10-Closure/ Post | All closure/post closure plans. Historical average based on
Closure DCWP tracking system. % 2z 702 0.4
CASE HANDLING
11-Case Handiing
and regutation of As needed per site. Estimate total # of SWAT sites without
sites without Ch 15 |WDRs = 2100. Number of sites with active RWQCB follow-up 109 34 3,706 241
WDRs or without is 109. Based on SWIM data and SWAT reports.
waivers
12-Casehandling
(sites w/ Ch 15 As needed per facility. Total # WDRs + waivers from SWIM. 872 17 14,824 8.4
WDRS or waivers)
INVESTIGATIONS
13-Complaint
processing and Respond to all. Projected # from time tracking data. 40 19 760 0.4
investigations
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
14-Appeals and S
litigation (non- Respond to all filed. Historical average based on OCC and 3 169 507 0.3
RWQCB records.
enforcement)
15-Petitions -
appealing enf. Respond to all filed. Historical average based on OCC. 2 169 338 0.2
actions
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
: Total Unit Cost PYs
. I Total Need
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Factor Hours)* ({@1775
. ' Workload | {Hours)* { hrs./PY)*
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 6,020 34
P2-Database 0.8 hrs.Jperson/week (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 3,718 2.1
Management
P3-Unit Meetings | 1.7 hr./personiweek (1.7x 50 x total technical PYs) 7,524 4.2
P4-Other
(workplans,
roundtable &
technical mtgs., 676 hrsJofficelyear (676 x 12 = 8,112hrs.) 8,112 4.6
misc.
communication,
etc.)
ENFORCEMENT

EA-informat Projected from Chapter 15 Enforcement Review Team, 500 7 3,500 2.0
enforcement
Foliow-up Follow-up. 500 5 2,500 1.4
E2-13267 letters
(when used for Projected from Chapter 15 Enforcement Review Team. 20 8 160 0.1
enforcement) '
Follow-up Follow-up. 20 8 160 0.1
E3-Notice to
Comply - Projected from Chapter 15 Enforcement Review Team. 40 7 280 0.2
NTCHollow-up
E4-Cleanup & Baseline from SWIM, gap projected from Chapter 15
Abatement Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + ga 8 135 1,080 08
order/follow-up . gap:
E5-Cease & Desist |Baseline from SWiM, gap projected from Chapter 15 4 203 203 0.4
orders/follow-up Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + gap. .
Eis\;if‘f{:l;ri\;;ytr-ahve Baseline from SWIM, gap projected from Chapter 15 0 a7 0 0.0
Simple Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + gap. .
Follow-up (Simple). 0 0 0.0
Complex Complex 22 203 4,466 25
Foliow-up
(Complex) Follow-up. 22 68 1,496 0.8
E7-Time Schedule {Baseline from SWIM, gap projected from Chapter 15 0 203 0 0.0
orders/follow-up Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + gap. *
E8-Refermals to AG, Baseline from SWiM, gap projected from Chapter 15
DA, other Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + ga 2 237 474 03
agency/follow-up . 3 gap-
E9-Third party Baseline from SWIM, gap projected from Chapter 15 19 17 a3 0.2
actions/follow-up Enforcement Review Team. Total = baseline + gap. )

CURRENTLY UNREGULATED SITES

ASSESSMENT OF UNREGULATED SITES

lod sites would be assessed over a 5-year period. Existing unit cost factors were used where appropriate

o define the assessment activities.

Initial site definition to review existing information, identify

U-initial owners, etc. Total unregulated SWAT sites from SWIM (2100)

assessment + Regional Board estimates of additional sites (900). Assess 600 7 10,200 5.7
universe over 5 years (3000/5 = 600 per year)

Uz-Inspection Inspect allhsgt.es to assess TTWQ and need for additional work 600 12 7200 a1
as part of initial assessment

U3-13267 letters Request technical report to evaluate TTWQ 600 8 4,800 -27

U4-Techn|c§l Review requ.ested submittals to evaluate need for additional 500 12 7.200 4.1

Report Review work/regulation.

ISSUE ORDERS FOR ASSESSED SITES THREATENING WATER QUALITY

US-Cleantp & Regional Board estimate of the percentage of unregulated sites

Abatementpor der that will require CAQ to achieve cleanup (35% of assessed sites 200 135 27,000 15.2
need reguiation - 210; of those $5% need CAQ - 200)

Us-New WDR Regional Board estimate of the percentage of unregulated sites

issuance that will require WDR to achieve cleanup (35% of assessed 10 603 6,030 34
sites need regulation - 210; of those 5% need WDR - 10)

TOTAL NEED

PYs 164.6
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

' CHAPTER 15 PROGRAM
State Board
Unit
Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total Cost Total PYs
Task Annuai Need (@1775
Standard Wkid Factor Hours)* r PY)*
(Hoursy | (o Y | per PY)
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT
1- Program Administration Based on total time in Time Tracker 3,329 1.9
2- lnteractx_ons with Public Based on total time in Time Tracker 176 3 528 0.3
{excludes intemet)
3- Intra, Inter-agency coordination |Based on total time in Time Tracker 98 8 784 0.4
4- Regulation or Po_hvcy Historical average of one-fourth PY per year 0.25 3000 750 0.4
Development/ Revision
5- Special Assignments Based on total time in Time Tracker 45 169 7,605 43
&-Bill Analygls/ Statutory Based on section logs 30 8 240 0.1
Implementation
DATA MANAGEMENT
7- Web Site Content Based on workplan and historical data 12 27 324 0.2
8- Database Content 100% of final WDRs 115 14 1,610 0.9
TECHNICAL SUPPORT
o T_echnical/ Regulatory Based on total time in Time Tracker 400 5 2,000 1.1
Assistance to RBs
10- Appeals of RB Actions Historical average 2 423 846 0.5
11- Training Program 2 training sessions per year 2 507 1,014 0.6
12- Contract Management Historical average 3 51 153 0.1
10.8

TOTAL NEED PYs
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE I)
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total oni | Tota PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need {@1775
' wikid | PP | hoursy | hrsspy)r
: {Hours)*
PERMITS
RWQCE assistance/review of Statewide general permits @ 169
1-Statewide General |hrs/RWQCB/permit. 3 existing general permits for industrial, construction, and 0.6 1521 913 05
Permits Caltrans, renewed every 5 years. Standard based on staff experience this FY. ’ :
(3 permits/5 years = 0.6 permits/year) [0.6 x (196 hrs. x 9 RWQCB))
. _ |RWQCB assistance/review of Statewide general permits @ 169
é—esctfotrevevs:el;?usmal hrs/RWQCB/permit. 10 major categories of industrial discharge. 2 developed 2 1521 3042 17
Permits per year, then renewedAevery 5 years. Standard based on experience with major
industrial NPDES permits. [2 x (169 hr x 9§ RWQCB))
60 permits projected; renewed every 5 years. Standard based on experience
3-RWQCB Individual Jwith minor NPDES permits. (60 permits x .2 = 12) (Note: Round Table 12 346 4152 23
or General Permits | recommended increasing the # permits to 200 and the Unit Cost Factor to 507 )
hrs., but had no supporting documentation.}
' 26 existing MS4 permits; renewed every 5 years. Standard based on staff
4-MS4 permits experience. (1 X large, 11 large, 14 medium)
(X {arge) 0.2 4056 811 0.5
(large) 2.2 1352 2974 1.7
(medium) 28 676 1883 1.1
5-Ca§ehandhng- MS4|Same as apove (except Los Angeles is counted as 3 permits due to large number| o8 845 23660 133
Permits of co-permittees)
INSPECTIONS
6-Compliance Annual.inspecﬁon qf estim_ated 59.00 active construction pennitt_ees; Bi-annual :
inspections mspech_on of 9300 industrial permittees. (Note: Round Table discussed a Level 10,600 7.6 80560 45,4
of Service increase to 6.5 hrs.)
One inspection annually for 26 existing MS4s. Standard based on staff estimate
of time needed to inspect records of permittee (including management of co- 26 138 3510 2.0
permittees). :
One inspection annually for 275 existing MS4s co-permittees. Standard based
on staff estimate of time needed to conduct comprehensive audits of co- 275 68 18700 10.5
permittee implementation of MS4 permits.
| Annual inspection of Caltrans districts actions/activities to implement statewide 18 68 1224 07
permit. Standard based on MS4 model. : 3
Annual inspection of estimated 500 active Caltrans construction projects. 500 8 4000 23
Standard same as construction inspection for individual enroliees. )
?r;,::-nt':::ﬁ%fn Histqﬁcal average of 1640 NOTs submitted annually. Standard based on 1,640 25 4100 23
. . tracking system.
inspection
8-Sampling and
Analysis Reduction/ |Historical average of 200 requests received by Regional Boards annually. 200 4 800 05
exemption request | Standard based on tracking systern. )
validation )
9-Other Historiml average of 150 inspections cpnducted annually. Standard based on 150 7 1050 06
tracking system.
NON-FILER SEARCH
10-Non-filer searches | Contracted activity $6,063,400
. - . . . 1.7 PY per
Previous non-filer efforts indicate a staff person will be needed in each regional RE for
board to manage the contractors' diverse efforts. An additional person will be 27158 15.3
needed at SB for overall contract development and management contrf'sct
oversight
COMPLAINTS
;:;S::;ﬁ:;"a‘; d :;sctlc:i:cal avt::ge of 1300 complaints received annually. Standard based on 1,300 6 7800 44
“ Hinvestigations g system.
DOCUMENT REVIEW
12-NOI Document 2330!year received historically that RWQCBs must review. Standard based on 2330 17 3961 22
Review tracking system. ;
13-NOT Document | 1600/year approved historically, 100/year not approved by RWQCBs. Standard
N . 1700 1.7 2890 1.6
Review based on tracking system.
14-Annual Reviews Cursory review of 9300 industrial permittees. Standard based on tracking 9,300 08 7440 42
system.
Comprehensive review o_f 50% of submittals from 9300 industrial permittees. 4,650 7 39550 183
Standard based on tracking system.
S;p;parir?enswe review of submittals from 26 MS4s. Standard based on staff " 26 162 4212 24
275 MS4 co-permitiees. _Standard based on staff estimate. 275 34 9350 53
Comprehensive review of Caltrans district submittals. 18 a3 1674 0.8
15-Storm Water Required_on average for 10% of 9300 industrial pgrmittees and 20% of 5800
Poliution Prevention construction permittees. Standard ba§ed on trapklng system. (Not_e: Round 2,020 8 16160 9.1
Pians (SWPPP) Table doubled workload based on their best estimate of an appropriate leve! of
effort.)
. N Historical average of 1660 annually. Standard based on RB estimate; half
16-Various submittals require 0.4 hr. minute review, half reguire 1.7 hr. review/comment. 830 04 382 02
830 1.7 1411 0.8
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" FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE I)
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
- Total g::t Total PYs ’
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annuai Need (@1775
WKkid Factor | ioursy | hrsspyy
(Hours)*
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
17-Public education/ | Modeled program including development and dissemination of materials, conduct and attend workshops, and response
oufreach to public inquiries (detailed below). Standards based on staff estimates.
RWRCB develop and conduct 60 workshops per year. 60 135 3100 4.6
Attend workshops conducted by others 120 14 1680 0.9
Developirevise outreach materials, program guidance Boggrs/ 2736 15
1690 hrs/
Respond to public inguiries (all media) IgRB 11830 6.7
845 hrs/ :
sm RB
13;':2?’;:2:? Past experience with BMP Handbooks and other guidance materials with staff
:/Ian;gament providing peer review and contract management functions. Standard based on 1065 06
; timate. ‘
Practices (BMPg) | o2 estimate
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
1_9-Appeals and Respond to all filed. Projected historical average based on OCC and RWQCB
litigation (non- 10 169 1690 1.0
records. (RWQCBs)
enforcement)
20-Petiions  |g.ooond to allfiled. Historical average based on OCC. (RWQCB) 25 169 4225 24
appealing enf. actions )
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs/personvyear (68 x total technical PYs) 12,338 7.0
P2-Database 0.8 hrs Jpersoniweek (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 7,621 43
Management
P3-Unit Meelings 4.7 hripersoniweek (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 15,423 8.7
P4-Other (workplans,
roundable & | g76 hes jofficeryear (676 x 12 = 8,112 hrs.) 8,112 46
technical mtgs., misc.
communication, etc.)
ENFORCEMENT
Et-Informal 6,765 7 47355 267
enforcement
Follow-up. Follow-up. 6,765 5 33825 191
E2-13267 letters
(when used for 676 8 5408 3.0
enforcement) )
Foliow-up. Follow-up. 676 8 5408 3.0
E3-Notice to Comply
NTGfollow-up 676 7 4732 27
E4-Cleanup &
Abatement 66 135 8910 5.0
orderfoliow-up
ES-Cease & Desist 6 68 4488 25
ordersiollow-up
EB-Administrative .
Civil Liability - Simple Simple case 1,243 a7 45991 25.9
Foliow-up - Simple Follow-up. 1,243 37 45991 259
Complex Complex case 20 203 4060 23
Follow-up - Complex_{Foliow-up. 20 68 1360 0.8
E7-Time Schedule 0 203 0 0.0
orders/oliow-up
E8-Refemals to AG,
DA, other 162 237 38394 21.6
agencylffollow-up
Ee-Third party 169 17 2873 16
actionsfollow-up
TOTAL NEED
(PYs) 3324
| }
CONTRACTS FOR LAB SERVICES
Inspections & _
Gomplaints 300 samples per year at $200/sample. (300 x $200 = $ 60,000) $60,000
TOTAL $60.000
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE I)

State Board

Total g::t Total PYs
Task Basis for Workioad Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need ({@1775
Wkid Factor 1 oursy | per PY)Y
{Hours)* pe
PERMITS
1-SWRCE General 3 existing general permits for industrial, construction, and Caltrans, renewed
. every 5 years. Standard based on staff experience this FY. (3 permits/5 years = 0.6 2366 1420 0.8
Permits .
0.6 permits/year)
. 10 major categories of industrial discharge. 2 developed per year, then renewed
2-SWRCB Industrial . every 5 years. Standard based on experience with major industrial NPDES 2 676 1352 0.8
Sector General Permits .
permits.
3-Casehandling-Caltrans 1 845 845 0.5
4-New and Terminating Historically, an average 2330 new enroflments (NOI) and 1640 terminations are
. Y 2,330 0.8 1864 1.1
Enroliment Pracessing processed. Standard based on current processing times.
NOT 1,640 0.3 492 0.3
INSPECTIONS
. . . Annual inspection of Caltrans Headquarters actions/activities to implement
8-Compliance inspections statewide permit. Standard based on MS4 model. ! 101 101 0.1
DOCUMENT REVIEW
9-Annual Reviews Comprehensive review of Caltrans statewide submittal. 1 203 J . 203 0.1
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
10-Public education/ Modeled program including development and dissemination of haterials, conduct and attend workshops, and response
outreach to public inquiries (detailed below). Standards based on staff estimates.
SWRCB assist/attend workshops. 60 27 1620 0.9
Attend workshops conducted by others 44 14 616 0.3
Develop/revise outreach materials, program guidance 676 hrs SB 676 0.4
;;;Eetgtl;fl}grs:zs Past experience with BMF Handbooks and other guidance materials with staff
P . providing peer review and contract management functions. Standard based on 287 0.2
Managament Practices >
staff estimate.
. |(BMPs)
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
12-Appeals and litigation |Respond to ali filed. Projected historical average based on OCC and RWQCB 10 206 2060 12
(non-enforcement) records. .
;it-iz:tsltlons-appealmg ent. Respond to alf filed. Historical average based on OCC. 25 206 5150 2.9
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 380 0.2
p2-Database Management]Maintain statewide Storm Water data bases. 17
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./persorvweek (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 475 0.3
P4-Other (workplans, .
roundtable & technical 676 hrs./year plus 338 hours for contract management of Construction
. . 4 1,014 0.6
mtgs., misc. Certification Program contract.
communication, etc.)
DAS Billing support 3.6
oIT Database support 0.3
TOTAL NEED PYs 16:1
CONTRACT RESOURCES
Construction Certification |Develop standardized training program to educate and certify construction
. ! X . - $1,000,000
Program inspectors about storm water permit compliance. (one time only)
Total $1,000,000
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE II)
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
‘ w Total cL:’::t Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need (@1775
wiad | P27 | moursy | hrsJPY)
(Hours)*
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
1-Model Phase Il MS4 Staff estimated workload based on Phase 1-84 hrs/office (84 x 12 =
N 1008 0.6
permit 1008hrs)
2-implementation Policy  |Staff estimated workload based on Phase | - 84 hrs/office (84 x 12=
. 1008 0.6
development and review  [1008hr)
. . o Staff estimated workload based on federal regulations - 51 hrs/office
3-Designation Criteria (51 x 12 = 360hrs/1775 = 0.20PY) - 612 0.3
. - Staff estimated workload based on federal regulations - 17 hrs.foffice
4-Equivalency Criteria (12 x 17 = 204 hrs.) 204 0.1
PERMITS
5-Regional Board General N
Small MS4 permits Renew once every 5 years (total of 6 permits). 1.2 676 811 0.5
6-Small MS4 400 focal, state and federal facilities 400 68 27200 15.3
Casehandling
7-Menu of BMPs - 60 fact sheets developed by SB; reviewed by RBs. RBs: 60 sheets x 7 720 7 5040 28
Toolbox for compliance hrs/sheet per RB office. :
NOTICES OF INTENT
8-MS4 400 local, state and federal facilities 40 | 17 680 04
INSPECTIONS
9-Compliance Inspections |Inspect 50% of small construction activities annually (estimated to be a
for small construction minimum of 6,000). 3,000 78 22800 12.8
10-Compliance .
Inspections for small MS4s Inspect all small MS4s annually (estimated to be 400). 400 68 27200 15.3
rs T -
11-NOT inspections ln:s.gect 25% of the NOTSs for small construction (estimated to be a 1,500 25 3750 24
minimum of 6,000).
INVESTIGATIONS
12-Investigations [Estimated to be 10% of enroltees (total of 6400 enroliees). 640 | 6 | 3840 2.2
DOCUMENT REVIEW
13-SWMP Review all SWMPs for consistency with federal regulations, once every|
5 years, ensure that the six minimum measures are being addressed in
an adequate manner (estimated to be 400). 270 hrs (66 for overall 80 270 21800 122
report and 34 for each of the 6 minimum measures)
14-RB review of ’
Construction NOI 6,000 1.7 10200 57
15-MS4 Annual Report 400 68 27200 153,
review
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
16-Inform/educate public
and potential dischargers 1.7 hour per small construction permit enrollee (this time can be used
. . . 6000 1.7 10200 57
of program requirements - |on any facet of Phase Ii compliance assistance.)
compliance assistance
17-Develop Phase |l
targetted outreach 9 296 2664 1.5
materials
18-Written and verbal
Communications 304 hrs/office/year (12 x 304 = 3648hrs) 3648 21
(response to inguires)
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
19-Appeals and litigation |Respond to all filed. Projected historical average based on OCC and 6 169 1014 0.6
{non-enforcement) RWQCB records for Phase | program. )
20-_Petmons appealing enf. |Respond to all filed. Historical average based on OCC records for 15 169 2535 14
actions Phase | program.
. ) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 6,289 3.5
p2-Database Management|0.8 hrs./person/week (.85 x 50 x total technical PY's) 3,884 2.2
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./person/week (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 7,861 4.4
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE II)
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total é’::t Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need (@1775
Factor
WkId . | (Hours)* | hrs./PY)*
(Hours)
ENFORCEMENT

E1-informal
enforcement/follow-up 2848 7 19938 1.2
Follow-up. Follow-up. 2,848 5 14240 8.0
E2-13267 lefters (when
used for 285 8 2280 1.3
enforcement)/foliow-up
Follow-up. Follow-up. 285 2280 1.3
E3-Notice to Comply -
NTClfollow-up 285 1995 T
E4-Cieanup & Abatement 28 135 2780 21
order/follow-up .
E5-Cease & Desist 28 68 1904 11
orders/follow-up
E6-Administrative Civil . .
Liability - Simple Simple case 523 37 19351 10.9
Follow-up (simple). Foliow-up. 5§23 37 19351 10.9
Complex (complex case) 9 203 1827 1.0
Follow-up (complex). Follow-up. 9 68 612 0.3
E7-Time Schedule 0 203 0 00
orders/follow-up
E8-Referrals to AG, DA, 68 237 16116 9.1
other agency/follow-up
E¢-Third party 71 17 1207 07
actions/follow-up

TOTAL NEED (PYs) 166.8

\
CONTRACTS FOR LAB SERVICES
Lab Services Contract 200 samples per year at $200/sample. (200 x $200 = $ 40,000) $40,000
TOTAL $40,000
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX

STORM WATER PROGRAM (PHASE II)

. State Board
Total Unit Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Cost Need (@1775
wiid | F2 | (Hoursy | hrssPy)”
{Hours)*
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
1-Model Phase Il MS4 | Prepare state-wide model for RB Phase il MS4 general permits;staff 10 1352 1352 0.8
permit estimated workload based on Phase | i 4
2-implementation Policy |Prepare state-wide implememtaion policy for Phase 1l; staff estimated 1.0 43852 1352 08
development and review |workload based on Phase | - -
. . - Prepare designation criteria for Phase Il MS4s in accordance with Federal :
3-Designation Criteria Renpulations;gstaff estimated workload 1.0 338 338 0.2
. - Prepare equivalency criteria for local program compliance with statewide
4-Equivalency Criteria Ge:eral SW Construction permit; staff estimated workload 1.0 203 203 0.1
PERMITS
6-General Permit for
State and Federal Renew once each five years; staff estimated workioad based on Phase I. 0.2 1014 203 0.1
Facilities
7-General permit for
small construction Renew once each five years: staff estimated workload based on Phase | 0.2 1014 203 0.1
activities :
9-Menu of BMPs — Minimum 60 fact sheets developed by SB, reviewed by RBs; staff
. . 60 25 1500 0.8
Toolbox for compliance _|estimated workload.
NOTICES OF INTENT
10-Small Construction  |Enroll small construction activities under general permit l 6000 0.4 2400 ’ 1.4
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND QUTREACH
19-Develop Phase H
targeted outreach Estimates based on Phase | program experience 10 34 340 0.2
materials
20-Written and verbal
Commurications Estimates based on Phase | program experience 500 1.7 850 0.5
(response to inquires)
' APPEALS AND LITIGATION
19-Appeals and litigation|Respand to all filed. Projected historical average based on OCC and 6.0 206 1236 07
. l{non-enforcement) RWQCB records for Phase | program. . :
20»Pet1t_|ons appealing |Respond to all filed. Historical average based on OCC records for Phase | 15.0 206 3080 17
enf. actions program.
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 65 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 300 0.2
P2-Database 0.8 hrs Jpersoniweek (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 185 0.1
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr/person/week (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 375 0.2
7.8

TOTAL NEED (PYs)
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (NON-FILER)
Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total é’::t Total Need|  FYS
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard| Annual . | (@1775
Factor (Hours)
Wkid . per PY)*
(Hours)

This work is to enroll the non-filers identified through the non-filer search contract effort (see Base Regional Board
program). The majority of this work will not begin before FY 2002-03.

NON-FILER GROWTH

1-RWQCE NOI Total estimated to be 20,000. (10,000/year for two years) | 10,000 | 1.7 17,000 9.6
document review
2-RWQCh NQT Workload based on historical average for Phase 1 F’rogram 1300 1.7 2,210 1.2
document review

Inspect all active construction activities annually and all
3-Compliance active industrial activities every other year. (total
: tpol s estimated to be 20,000 industrial facilities, 10,000 10,000 7.6 76,000 42.8
inspection industrial storm water inspection per year after two year

ramp-up) )
4'Nd°:'Aé’Xp'§::r'2ty Verify all claims once every 5 years. (total estimated to be
(a:'; mﬁ“’:'aﬁof] 60,000 industrial facilitiesl) (60,000/5 = 12,000) (12,000 | 12,000 4.2 50,400 28.4
Inspections verification inspection/year (after 2 year ramp-up))
5-Annuai Report Cursory review of 100% of industrial reports received each
Review - Cursory year. (estimated to be 20,000 industrial facilities) 20,000 08 16,000 9.0
6-Annual Report Comprehensive review of 50% of industrial reports
Review - received each year. (total estimated to be 20,000 10,000 6.8 68,000 38.3
Comprehensive industrial facilities)

. o ot . -
7-SWPPP review lje:lgv(\;gg)needed. (10% of industrial facilities) (20,000 x 2,000 6 12,000 6.8
COMPLAINTS
8-Complaint
Processing and Based on proportion of complaints received currently. 1,800 5 9,000 5.1
Investigations
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
9-Appeals and .
o h Respond to all filed. Projected based on number for ;
litigation (non- current program. (RWQCBS) 13 169 2,197 1.2
enforcement)
10-Petitions appealing|Respond to all filed. Projected based on number for
enf, actions current program. (RWQCBs) 33 169 5,577 3.1
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 18,285 10.3
;2'Database 0.8 hrs./person/week (.8 x 50 x fotal technical PYs) 11,293 6.4
anagement
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./personiweek (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 22,856 12.9
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (NON-FILER)

Regional Boards
STATEWIDE
Total g:;tt Total Need PYs
Task Basis for Workioad Projection and Workload Standard] Annual (@1775
Wkid Factor (Hours)* er PY)*
{Hours)* P
ENFORCEMENT
Ei-Informal Workload based ori AEO evaluation of NPDES Program | 8500 7 59,500 335
enforcement
Follow-up. Follow-up. 8500 5 42,500 23.9
E2-13267 ietters
{(when used for Workload based on AEO evaluation of NPDES Program 850 8 6,800 38
enforcement)
Follow-up. Follow-up. 850 8 6,800 3.8
E3-Notice to Comply - Workload based on AEO evaluation of NPDES Program 850 7 5,950 34
NTCrollow-up
E4-Cleanup &
Abatement Workload based on AEO evaluation of NPDES Program 83 135 11,205 6.3
order/follow-up '
E5-Cease & Desist  |\y 41004 based on AEO evaluation of NPDES Program | 1160 203 235480 | 1327
orders/follow-up
E6-Administrative Workload based on historical tracking of annual report
Civil Liability-Simple  {submittals 1560 87 57,720 | 325
Foliow-up (simpie). _ [Follow-up. 1560 37 57,720 32.5
Complex Workioad based on AEQ evaluation of NPDES Program 50 203 10,150 5.7
Follow-up {complex). |Foliow-up. ) 50 68 3,400 1.9
E7-Time Schedule 203 0 0.0
orders/follow-up
E8-Referrals to AG,
DA, other ) Workioad based on AEO evaluation of NPDES Program 200 237 47,400 26.7
agency/ollow-up
ES-Third party Workload based on AEQ evaluation of NPDES Program | 210 17 3,570 2.0
actions/follow-up i
484.0

TOTAL NEED (PYs)
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
STORM WATER PROGRAM (NON-FILER)

State Board
STATEWIDE
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Total JUnit Cost] Total PYs
Standard Annual| Factor | Need | (@1775
Wkid | (Hours)* | (Hours)*] per PY)*
NON-FILER GROWTH
1-SWRCB process  |Process new NOls within 7 days of receipt. (total
new NOIs estimated to be 20,000) (10,000/year for two years) | 1000 | 08 | 8000 | 45
2-SWRCB process Process new NOIs within 7 days of receipt. 1300 0.3 439 0.2
new NOTs
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
3-Appeals and .
T Respond to all filed. Projected based on number
litigation (non- projected for current program. (SWRCB) 13 206.2 2678 15
enforcement)
4-Petitions appealing |Respond to all filed. Projected based on number
enf, actions projected for current program. (SWRCB) 33 206.2 6798 38
) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

P1-Training 68 hrs./person/year (68 x total technical PYs) 417 0.2
P2-Database 0.8 hrs./person/week (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 257 0.1
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./person/week (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 521 0.3

TOTAL NEED (PYs) 10.8
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
401 CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Total g ::t Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual Need (@1775
wiig | 72 | (Hoursy | hrssevy
{Hours)*
PRE-PROJECT
1- Pre- Application Respond to all requests for information or assistance. Estimate of 50% of applications
C- re ltat? pn received (inciuding allowance for projects that do not result in an application) plus 1 571 203 11,420 6.4
onsultatio meeting/month/office. (1142x .5=571)
(meetings) {12 mtgs. x 12 offices = 144; COE/specific prospective application) 144 16.9 2,448 1.4
PROJECT SPECIFIC
Review all applications within 30 days. Average of 1998 & 1999 (calendar years) # of
2- Application applications received based on SWRCB database. Total apps. (1142) +75% of apps. to 2081 104 22 810 129
Acceptance account for incomplete apps. + 33% of incomplete for additional iteration before ) " )
acceptance [(1142 x 1.75) + (.33 x 857) = 2281]
Review all applications within Corps of Engineers mandated time frames. Average of
1598 & 1999 (calendar years) # of applications received based on SWRCB database.
S . |(Based on actual of 40 Certs., 2 Cert. Denials, 250 WDR waivers wiconditions, 850 Cert.
3- Application Review |\, i wio conditions, but adjusted to reflect appropriate level of service to 132 132 304.2 40128 226
Certs./Denials, 610 waivers w/conditions, and 400 waivers w/o conditions. Also, 1
interagency meeting/month/office)
(waivers w/conditions} 610 118.3 71,980 40.6
(waivers w/out conditions}) 400 6.8 2,800 1.6
(meetings) one interagency (e.g., Resources agency, Fish and Game, etc.)
meeting/month/office to provide broader over-all interaction 144 169 2448 1.4
Review all applications within Corps of Engineers mandated time frames. Average of
1998 & 1999 (calendar years) # of applications received based on SWRCB database.
4- Regulatory Action |(Based on actual of 40 Certs., 2 Cert. Denials, 250 WDR waivers w/conditions, 850 Cert. 132 203 2,840 15
Waivers wio conditions, but adjusted to reflect appropriate leve! of service to 132
Certs./Denials and 1,010 waivers.)
(waivers) 1,010 10.1 10,100 57
FOLLOW-UP
All projects receiving waiver wiconditions, cerfification w/ conditions or pefitions. Average
. of 1998 & 1999 (calendar years) # of projects. (Based on 3 visits to actual of 40 certs.
S-inspections and 1 visit to 250 waivers w/conditions, but adjusted to reflect appropriate level of service 890 10.1 3800 2.2
ti 130 certs. and 610 waivers w/conditions.) (130 certifications @ 3 visits/year = 390)
{waivers w/conditions @ 1 visityyear) 610 10.1 €,100 3.4
6-Case Handling Number of projects. (130 + 610 = 740) 740 6.8 5,180 29
APPEALS AND LITIGATION
7-Appeals of . - . .
X Follow APM and OCC rerquirements for administrative record. Estimate of 1/office/year 12 169.0 2,028 1.1
RWQCB actions
8-Pefiions appealing |, o\ e 59 of formal enforcment actions. (.05 x 277 = 14) 14 890 | 2366 13
enf. Actions A
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
401 CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

Regional Boards

STATEWIDE
Toal | 2% | Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard Annual 0s Need @1775
witd | F2%° | (Hoursy* | hrssPY)
{Hours)*
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
P1-Training 68 hrs./personlyear (68 x total technical PYs) 4.781 5.7
P2-Database 0.8 hrs./personiweek (.8 x 50 x total technical PYs) 2953 17
Management
P3-Unit Meetings 1.7 hr./personiweek (1.7 x 50 x total technical PYs) 5,976 34
P4-Other (workplans,
roundtable & a7 i officelyear (676 x 12 = 8,112 hrs.) 8,112 46
technical mtgs., misc.
communication, etc.)
ENFORCEMENT
E1-Informat Assume 50% non-compliance on 740 cases (130 Certs. + 610 waivers w/conditions)
enforcement (740 x .,5="370) 870 68 2,590 15
Foliow-up Follow-up. (assume follow-up on 100%) 370 5.1 1,850 1.0
E2-13267 letters )
(when used for Assume 50% non-compliance to informal actions. (370 x .5 = 185) 185 8.5 1,480 0.8
enforcement) '
Foliow-up Follow-up. (assume follow-up on 100%) 185 8.5 1,480 0.8
E3-Notice to Comply - .
NTCHoliow-up None projected. 0 6.8 0 0.0
E4-Cleanup &
Abatement None projected. 0 135.2 0 0.0
order/follow-up
E5-Cease & Desist |\, projected. 0 202.8 0 0.0
orders/follow-up
E6-Administrative Assume ACL necessary on 50% of 13267 letters and assume that 50% are complex. 46 370 1702 1.0
Civil Liability - Simple |(185 x .6 = 92.5) - ! :
Follow-up (simple} 46 37.2 1,702 1.0
Complex 46 202.8 9,338 53
Follow-up {(complex) |(complex) 48 67.6 3,128 1.8
£7-Time Schedule . .
ordersffoliow-up None projected. [¢] 2028 0 0.0
E8-Refemals to AG,
DA, other Assume 2/year 2 236.6 474 03
agency/follow-up
E9-Third party .
actions/follow-up None projected. 0 16.9 0 0.0
130.7

TOTAL NEED (PYS)
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FY 2001-02 STATEWIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS MATRIX
401 CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

State Board
Total (l;J:;tt Total PYs
Task Basis for Workload Projection and Workload Standard| Annual Need (@1775
: Wkid Factor (Hours)* hrs/PY)*
{Hours)*
PRE- PROJECT
i- Pre- Application State Board database. 5 34 170 0.1
Consultation .
PRCJECT SPECIFIC
2- Application Acceptance |State Board database. 5 34 170 0.1
3- Application Review State Board database. 5 34 170 0.1
4- Regulatory Action State Board database. 5 34 170 ‘ 0.1
5- Follow-up State Board database. 47 5 235 0.1
6- RB Certification State Board database.
Recommendations
Routine 36 17 612 0.3
Difficult 6 186 1,116 0.6
NON-PROJECT SPECIFIC
7- Training Develop and conduct training 515 515 0.3
N State Board database & estimate of fime spent on
8-General Coordination Corcom, BAWPG, SCWR, OPC. EPCP., efc. 896 896 0.5
9- Other Activities Estimate based on experience with these activities. 338 338 0.2
10- Guidance Elsat;nate based on experience developing guidance for 1268 1268 0.7
11- Regulations Estimate based on experience developing regulations. 2442 1445 0.8
4.0

TOTAL NEED PYs
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